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Abstract
This article analyzes changes in the gender division of domestic labor (GDDL) in post-socialist Central and Eastern Europe
(CEE), an under-researched region characterized by high levels of inequality in GDDL from 1994–2012. Drawing on the
literature on class gradients in the contribution of the genders to domestic labor and their change over time, the article
answers two questions: How has GDDL (operationalized as men’s relative involvement into routine housework) changed
in CEE in the post-socialist period? What has been the role of class (operationalized as respondents’ education and house-
hold income) in shaping GDDL in CEE in the post-socialist period? Data for the article comes from the 1994, 2002, and
2012 waves of the International Social Survey Program on Family and Changing Gender Roles from six CEE countries, i.e.,
Bulgaria, Czechia, Hungary, Poland, Russia, and Slovenia. The findings suggest that net of individual and interactional-level
factors, inequality in GDDL in the CEE region did not change substantially during the post-socialist period. The analysis also
shows, however, that trends of inequality in GDDL among different classes were idiosyncratic, and this underlay the overall
lack of movement towards greater equality.
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1. Introduction
Domestic labor remains unequally divided between
women andmen inmixed-sex households in all countries
in Europe, further perpetuating gender inequality in ac-
cess to paid work, political representation, and leisure
(Beneria, Berik, & Floro, 2015). Certain regions and coun-
tries, however, are particularly notorious for high in-
equality in the gender division of domestic labor (GDDL)
but have received comparatively little attention from re-
searchers. The study focuses on one of such regions, i.e.,
Central and Eastern Europe (CEE).
In several recent cross-sectional comparative stud-
ies on GDDL, CEE comes up as a special case because,
when considering net of individual and couple-level char-
acteristics, there appears to be more “severe domes-
tic inequality” in that region (Aboim, 2010, p. 197)
than in Western Europe that such comparisons usu-
ally include (Aassve, Fuochi, & Mencarini, 2014; Aboim,
2010; Treas & Tai, 2012). What remains unclear, how-
ever, is the development of this phenomenon over time
(Klenner & Leiber, 2010). Some studies have recently
analyzed changes in GDDL (Altintas & Sullivan, 2016;
Geist & Cohen, 2011; Hook, 2006, 2010), but trends in
CEE countries have not been specifically considered in
any of them. Has the stalled socialist gender revolution
(Lapidus, 1978) persisted in the post-socialist period?
Or has there been a move towards greater equality in
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GDDL, as suggested by aggregate level analyses that have
focused on the first post-socialist decade (Crompton,
Brockmann, & Lyonette, 2005; Saxonberg, 2014)? Or,
rather, has there been a neo-traditionalist turn, as pre-
dicted by some commentators (Watson, 1993)? This is
the first set of questions motivating this study.
Focusing on GDDL in the CEE region also has an
important theoretical implication. Studies on individual-
and interactional-level determinants of GDDL demon-
strate that models applied to Western countries often
have a significantly poorer fit in the CEE (Fuwa, 2004;
Mikucka, 2009). For example, such factors of GDDL as
time availability and gender role attitudes have been
shown to have low explanatory potential in the re-
gion (Fuwa, 2004; Mikucka, 2009). Currently evolving
research on class gradients (education—and income-
related) in men’s and women’s contribution to domestic
labor (Gupta, Evertsson, Grunow, Nermo, & Sayer, 2010;
Heisig, 2011; Schneider & Hastings, 2017), and their
change over time (see, for example, the changing differ-
ences approach in Sullivan, 2010) could provide an addi-
tional explanatory perspective relevant for CEE. With its
experience of unprecedented growth of economic and
social inequalities in the post-socialist period (see Table 1
in the Supplementary File), CEE provides a valuable case
for further testing of these theories. In this article, I draw
on and aim to contribute to this emerging literature.
To summarize, this article aims to answer the follow-
ing questions: How has GDDL changed in CEE in the post-
socialist period? What has been the role of class in shap-
ing GDDL in CEE in the post-socialist period?
In the next section, I provide an overview of the theo-
ries of GDDL. This is followed by a discussion of what we
know so far in this respect about changes in CEE. I then
discuss the methodology of this study. The following sec-
tion presents the results of the analysis by first focusing
on the regional trends of inequality in GDDL and then on
the country-specific ones. The findings suggest that net
of individual and interactional-level factors, inequality in
GDDL in the CEE region did not change substantially in
the post-socialist period. The analysis also shows, how-
ever, that trends of inequality in GDDL among different
classes were idiosyncratic, and this underlay the overall
lack of movement towards greater equality.
2. Theoretical Background
2.1. Routine Housework as a Cornerstone of Inequality
in GDDL
In this study, I analyze GDDL through the lens of gender
division of routine housework. Routine housework re-
mains strongly ‘feminine-defined’ across countries, with
women spending most of their domestic labor time on
this type of tasks, while men continue focusing on less
mundane and time-consuming ‘masculine’ non-routine
housework, such as DYI, garden work, etc. (Kan, Sullivan,
& Gershuny, 2011). This segregation of domestic tasks
has been shown to represent the key barrier to further
gender convergence in time use and improvements in
gender equality in the domestic sphere (Kan et al., 2011).
Changes in GDDL are best investigated with the
help of time-use diaries and time-use surveys (Sullivan,
Gershuny, & Robinson, 2018). In the absence of time-use
data (which is the case in the 1994wave of ISSP), changes
inmen’s relative involvement in routine housework tasks,
however, could serve as a good indicator of changes in in-
equality in GDDL (Crompton et al., 2005).
2.2. Theorizing Inequality in GDDL
Most of the research on GDDL to date has been
cross-sectional and focused on four key individual- and
interactional-level explanations (Davis & Wills, 2014;
Drobnič & Ruppanner, 2015). First, gender ideology ac-
quired through socialization has been shown to influ-
ence GDDL, with men and women that hold more egal-
itarian gender-role attitudes distributing domestic labor
more equally (Aassve et al., 2014; Aboim, 2010). Second,
several studies have suggested that partners divide do-
mestic labor according to the time they have available
from their work outside the household (Bianchi, Milkie,
Sayer, & Robinson, 2000; Davis & Greenstein, 2004).
Third, partners’ relative resources (e.g., income) have
been shown to play a role in bargaining about the per-
formance of housework, i.e., the greater the relative ad-
vantage of a partner is, the less time he or she would
spend on such work (Bianchi et al., 2000; Evertsson
& Nermo, 2007). Finally, the performance of domes-
tic labor has been theorized as a way of ‘doing gen-
der’ (Bittman, England, Sayer, Folbre, &Matheson, 2003;
West & Zimmermann, 1987). No real consensus in the
literature, however, has emerged regarding the relative
explanatory potential of these theories (Bianchi &Milkie,
2010). In the CEE context, as indicated above, these the-
ories appear to have quite low explanatory power (Fuwa,
2004; Mikucka, 2009).
A relatively more recent stream of research on GDDL
has focused on so-called class gradients (education- and
income-related) in men’s and women’s contribution to
domestic labor. Higher levels of education have been
shown to be associated with more egalitarian GDDL
(Esping-Andersen, 2009; Hook, 2010). The effects are
usually interpreted in terms of more egalitarian atti-
tudes, values, and ideologies of higher-educated men
and women. Differences in the time spent on domestic
labor by women andmen from lower and higher-income
households are explainedmainly by differing outsourcing
opportunities and differing access to time-saving tech-
nology (Gershuny, 2000; Gupta et al., 2010; Heisig, 2011;
Schneider & Hastings, 2017). These studies have primar-
ily analyzed class gradients in housework hours among
women rather than differences in GDDL across classes.
Research on changes in GDDL over time has also fo-
cused on class gradients in the performance of domes-
tic labor. Sullivan has introduced the term “changing
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differences” to refer to “different changes over time in
the contributions to family work of those from different
socio-economic and demographic subgroups of the pop-
ulation” (Sullivan, 2010, p. 716). In this article, following
Sullivan, I will conceptualize the changing role of class in
shapingGDDL as changing differences in GDDL by respon-
dents’ education and household income.
In her study, Sullivan (2010) analyzed changing dif-
ferences in men’s contribution to domestic labor and
childcare by men’s education. She demonstrated that, in
the UK and US, over time, lower-educated men caught
up with higher-educated men in terms of their contri-
bution to domestic labor. Sullivan interpreted chang-
ing differences in differently-educated men’s contribu-
tion to domestic labor as empirical confirmation of
Bourdieu’s account of behavioral social changes as origi-
nating in the upper strata of society and over time trick-
ling down the socio-economic spectrum (Bourdieu as
cited in Sullivan, 2010).
In contrast to changes in education-related dif-
ferences, assessing the changing differences in GDDL
by household income seems to have been neglected.
Drawing on the cross-national and cross-sectional stud-
ies reviewed above, it is reasonable to assume that the
effect of household income on GDDL could be inter-
preted in terms of the differing outsourcing opportuni-
ties, as well as differing access to time-saving technol-
ogy for households with different incomes. The levels
of overall economic development (Gershuny, 2000) and
economic inequality (Heisig, 2011; Schneider & Hastings,
2017) have been shown to moderate those relation-
ships. Significant changes in these macro-level parame-
ters could, thus, be expected to lead to changing differ-
ences in men’s and women’s contribution to domestic la-
bor by household income.
Notably, the studies focusing on class gradients in the
division of domestic labor and their variations across con-
texts and time so far have not focused on CEE. With its
experience of rapid economic transformation and acute
growth of economic and social inequalities in the last
30 years (for an overview of socio-economic trends in
CEE, see Table 1 in the Supplementary File), the region
represents a good case for this type of analysis.
3. Regional Context and Hypotheses
3.1. GDDL in Post-Socialist CEE
The problem of women’s double burden of paid and un-
paid work is well-documented in the literature on state-
socialist countries (Einhorn, 1993; Gal & Kligman, 2000;
Saxonberg, 2014). Although CEE socialist states achieved
significant levels of socialization of care (especially, in
comparison with their Western neighbors), domestic la-
bor mostly remained a remit of families, and primarily of
women within them.
In the first post-socialist decade, a predominant view
established in the literature was that unequal GDDL had
persisted or even worsened during the market transi-
tion. This increased inequality was attributed to certain
macro-level changes in the region, such aswomen’smass
withdrawal from the labor market, increasing job de-
mands on those women who did not withdraw, and the
state’s retrenchment from the provision of care services
and social benefits that took place during the 1990s
(Ashwin, 2006; Pine, 2002; Pollert, 2003). Among the
analyzed countries, the above trends were most visi-
ble in Russia (which also experienced the largest reces-
sion in that period), and least in Slovenia (see Table 1
in the Supplementary File). Some scholars also argued
that calls for ‘re-traditionalization’ coming from the new
political leaders could have impacted gender attitudes
and gender relations and led to more unequal GDDL
(Nikolic-Ristanovic, 2002; Takács, 2013; Watson, 1993).
This assumption about increased gender inequalities in
the domestic sphere, however, has been underexplored
in a comparative quantitative manner.
In the 2000s, there was hardly any research on GDDL
in CEE (Klenner & Leiber, 2010). We know, however,
that some of the negative macro-level trends that were
thought to underpin the increase of inequality in GDDL
in the first post-socialist decade significantly slowed or
even reversed (see Table 1 in the Supplementary File).
Women’s participation in the labor force, public spend-
ing on family benefits, and the percentage of children
enrolled in pre-school institutions in 2012 were higher
than in 2002 in nearly all of the analyzed countries.
The Gender Inequality Index shows that, in the 2000s,
at least in Russia and Bulgaria, a move towards lower
macro-level gender inequality, which has been shown
to be related to more equal GDDL (Fuwa, 2004), also
accelerated. It is reasonable to assume that all these
changes combined with the relatively increased prosper-
ity of the households could have alleviated the burden
of domestic labor for CEE households and reduced the
extent of gender inequality in its division. This leads me
to hypothesis 1:
Net of individual and interactional-level factors, in-
equality in GDDL in CEE increased during the first post-
socialist decade and subsequently decreased during
the 2000s.
3.2. Class Divisions in Post-Socialist CEE and Domestic
Labor
There is almost no research on the role of education con-
cerning domestic labor in the socialist period. We do
know, however, that the ideology of kulturnost (‘cul-
turedness’), a principal marker of educated class habitus
under socialism (Salmeniemi, 2012), encompassed a set
of values and practices, including patterns of consump-
tion, personal hygiene, etc., which could have impacted
volumes of domestic labor and its division. In one Polish
study from the 1970s, partners’ education was, indeed,
shown to be an important factor ofmen’s contribution to
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domestic labor, and couples with higher education had
the most egalitarian GDDL (Lobodzinska, 1977).
Whether education has remained a factor of GDDL
in the post-socialist period has not been researched so
far. However, a study on attitudinal change in Russia has
suggested that educational differences in preferences
for male breadwinner/female caregiver model increased
during the post-socialist period, with highly educated be-
ing increasingly less likely to endorse this model than
lower educated (Motiejunaite & Kravchenko, 2008). It is
reasonable to assume that under the condition of in-
creased social and economic inequalities the importance
of education—as a source of social distinction—has likely
increased also concerning actual GDDL.
In contrast to education, income was hardly an im-
portant factor of class difference in the socialist period
due to highly compressed wage structures. In the post-
socialist period, however, when countries of the region
have witnessed an unprecedented growth of income in-
equality, income and economic capital, in general, have
become important class markers (Gapova, 2002). While
all the analyzed countries witnessed significant relative
growth of economic inequality in the post-socialist pe-
riod (see Table 1 in the Supplementary File), it is impor-
tant to note that the increase wasmuchmore tangible in
Russia, Bulgaria, and Poland.
The role of income in organizing and dividing unpaid
work in post-socialist CEE has started being discussed in
the literature only recently. In the early 2000s in Russia,
household income was shown to be strongly associated
both with the volume of domestic labor and the level of
gender inequality in its division—poorer households did
substantially more of their domestic work, and women
in such households shouldered a greater relative share
of it than women in the richer households (Balabanova,
2005). Studies on outsourcing of domestic labor and care
among the new middle classes in Slovenia, Czechia and
Russia (Humer & Hrznjak, 2015; Redlová, 2012; Rotkirch,
Tkach, & Zdravomyslova, 2012) suggest that when do-
mestic workers and nannies are hired, they take over the
part of unpaid work carried out by women.
The above leads me to suggest the following
hypotheses:
Hypothesis 2a: Over the post-socialist period, the pos-
itive effect of education on the level of equality in
GDDL has increased.
Hypothesis 2b: Over the post-socialist period, the pos-
itive effect of household income on the level of equal-
ity in GDDL has increased.
4. Method
Data for this article come from the 1994, 2002, and
2012 waves of the International Social Survey Program
(ISSP) on Family and Changing Gender Roles. The ISSP is
a unique repeated cross-sectional survey that allows an-
alyzing changes in GDDL in CEE over the period of inter-
est. A total of six post-socialist European countries partic-
ipated in all three waves, i.e., Bulgaria, Czechia, Hungary,
Poland, Russia, and Slovenia.
I restricted the sample to those respondentswhohad
a co-resident partner. Because partner’s sex is not re-
ported in ISSP, I treated all couples as mixed-sex. I fur-
ther limited the age group to 18–65 (prime working age)
and excluded those who reported that they or their part-
ner were in education (because I could not reasonably
control their workload outside the home) or had a per-
manent illness or disability (in such households distribu-
tion of domestic labor is likely to be strongly affected
by the physical condition of the partner—but the num-
ber of such households was too small to draw any re-
liable conclusions about this specific group). Multiple
Imputation procedure in SPSS 26 was used to estimate
values for missing data, following best practices in the
field of family research (Johnson & Young, 2011). Pooled
across years and countries, the non-weighted analytical
sample size was 11,730 (for country samples see Table 2
in the Supplementary File).
Following the approach used by Kunovich and
Kunovich (2008), in the pooled regression, I applied ex-
ternal weights, the goal of which was to equalize the
sample sizes across countries within each wave, so that
each country would contribute equally to the estima-
tion of slope coefficients. No weights were applied in the
country-specific regressions.
4.1. Dependent Variable
I used the index developed by Geist and Cohen (2011) to
account for changes in the GDDL. The index is based on
answers to three questions about routine daily tasks usu-
ally performed by women, i.e., laundry, cooking dinner,
and shopping for groceries. Only these three questions
were consistently included in all three waves analyzed.
Respondents stated which partner and how frequently
(always, usually, about equal) they performed the task or
whether the task was outsourced/performed by a third
person. Following Geist and Cohen (2011), I coded the
answers as follows:
• −2 “task is always done by the woman”
• −1 “task is usually done by the woman”
• 0 “task is equally shared” OR “done by a third per-
son/outsourced”
• 1 “task is usually done by the man”
• 2 “task is always done by the man”
I then added values for all three tasks. As a result, I ob-
tained a measure of a degree of male relative involve-
ment in routine housework with possible values rang-
ing from minus 6 (all tasks performed by the woman)
through 0 (all tasks equally shared) to plus 6 (all tasks
performed by the man). Because in all the country-years,
mean values of the index were below 0, in what follows,
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I use men’s relative involvement in routine housework
and the level equality in GDDL as synonymous terms.
4.2. Independent Variables and Controls
The first key variable of interest was the survey year.
I used year dummies to analyze changes in the prevalence
of couples with different patterns of GDDL over time.
Further key independent variables that should have
captured the effects of class on GDDL were household in-
come and respondent’s level of education. Household in-
come was measured as the bottom 20% vs. middle 60%
vs. top 20% of the country-specific household-size equiv-
alized income distribution (calculated by dividing house-
hold income as reported in ISSP by the square root of
the household size). Respondent’s level of educationwas
measured as low vs. medium vs. high corresponding to
ISCED 2011 categories 0–2, 3–4, and 5–6 respectively.
Because the 1994 ISSP wave (for all countries) and the
2012 wave (for Russia and Bulgaria) did not include ques-
tions on the partner’s level of education, I had to use the
respondent’s education as a proxy of the household’s ed-
ucational level. Where data on both partners’ level of ed-
ucation was available, educational homogamy, however,
was high (Spearman’s coefficient was at least 0.5, but in
most country-years exceeded 0.6).
In addition to the above variables, I also included
in the models the measures of other individual—and
interactional-level factors of GDDL reviewed in the theo-
retical section. Relative resources were measured by the
woman’s share of income. Employment statuses of both
partnerswere used as measures of time availability. I dif-
ferentiated between those working full-time, part-time,
and not working for pay. Respondents who were em-
ployed full-time andwhose partner alsoworked full-time
were the reference category in themodels. Respondent’s
gender role attitudes were captured with an index of
gender egalitarianism (Treas & Tai, 2016) composed of
answers to five questions about the level of the re-
spondents’ agreement with the following statements:
1) A pre-school child is likely to suffer if their mother
works; 2) family life suffers when the woman has a full-
time job; 3) what most women want is a home and chil-
dren; 4) being a housewife is as fulfilling as working for
pay; and 5) a man’s job is to earn money; a woman’s
job is to look after the home and family (Cronbach’s al-
pha = 0.73). In the original survey, the answers to each
question were given on a 5-point scale (1 = strongly
agree to 5 = strongly disagree). Thus, the higher values
of the index (which ranges from 5 to 25) indicate more
gender-egalitarian attitudes.
I controlled for the sex and age of the respondent, as
well as for the household size. Controlling for sex of the
respondent allowed to account for potential differences
inmen’s andwomen’s reporting of the gap between their
own and their partners’ contributions to household labor
(Lee &Waite, 2005). Information on the presence of chil-
dren in the householdwas not available in the 1994wave,
and, therefore, was not included. Age, age squared, and
household size variables, however, should have captured
the ‘child’ effect, at least, to some extent.
4.3. Analytical Strategy
I estimated a series of OLS models. After analyzing the
descriptive statistics, I pooled all three waves for all the
countries together applying external weights (discussed
above) and ran several OLS regressions. My decision to
pool the countries together was theoretically driven by
Pascall and Kwak’s (2010) post-socialist gender regime
approach that sees the CEE countries in a homogenized
way. I regressed GDDL index on time variables (year
dummies), class characteristics (respondent’s education
and household income dummies), interactions of class
characteristics with time variables, and a set of control
variables to account for compositional changes in the
samples over time, as well as for alternative individual-
and interactional-level explanations. In the last pooled
model, I also included country dummies to control for
potential national differences in the level of inequal-
ity in GDDL and for unobservable variables at the na-
tional level that could be correlated with IVs and con-
trol variables. Also, I ran country-specific regressions (see
Tables 5 and 6 in the Supplementary File) to examine
whether the effects of time, class, and other variables




Regional descriptive statistics for the dependent variable
are provided in Table 1 (for full regional and country-
specific descriptive statistics see Tables 3 and 4 in the
Supplementary File). At the regional level, one could
observe an increase in men’s relative involvement in
the performance of routine housework tasks (GDDL in-
dex increasing) between 1994 and 2012. This finding is
in line with the results of aggregate-level analyses for
the 1994–2002 period discussed above (Crompton &
Lyonette, 2007; Saxonberg, 2014).
Analysis of group-specific means of GDDL by respon-
dent’s education and household income, however, sug-
gests that the patterns and trends of GDDL were differ-
ent for these groups. While in less-educated households
the level of men’s relative involvement in routine house-
work appears to have remained unchanged between
1994 and 2012, in the highly-educated households—in
which it was already substantially higher in 1994—it
seems to have increased throughout that period, pri-
marily between 1994 and 2002. The aggregate increase
in equality in GDDL over the analyzed period, thus, ap-
pears to have been primarily driven by highly-educated
households. Descriptive statistics also suggest that richer
households had more equal GDDL than poorer ones al-
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics, dependent variable, CEE Region (N = 11,730).
1994 2002 2012
Min Max M SD M SD M SD
Index of GDDL −6 6 −3.25a 1.83 −3.17 2.14 −3.07 2.16
[−3.30; –3.19] [−3.24; –3.10] [−3.14; –3.00]
• low educated −6 6 −3.42 1.90 −3.52 2.14 −3.41 2.18
[−3.50; –3.34] [−3.63; –3.41] [−3.55; –3.27]
• highly educated −6 6 −2.91 1.70 −2.62 2.19 −2.60 2.13
[−3.05; –2.77] [−2.79; –2.44] [−2.74; –2.46]
• poor/bottom income quintile −6 6 −3.39 1.86 −3.61 2.06 −3.33 2.13
[−3.51; –3.27] [−3.76; –3.46] [−3.49; –3.17]
• rich/top income quintile −6 6 −3.08 1.73 -2.80 2.10 −2.87 2.10
[−3.19; –2.96] [−2.95; –2.65] [−3.03; –2.71]
Notes: All values are weighted using a combination of external weights and post-stratification weights provided by the ISSP. a 95% con-
fidence intervals for dependent variable in brackets.
ready in 1994. The income gradient of inequality in GDDL
appears to have further significantly increased during
the first post-socialist decade. While high-income house-
holds in that period managed to decrease inequality in
GDDL, in low-income households the opposite appears
to have occurred. By 2012, however, the income gradi-
ent appears to have narrowed again due to an increase
in men’s relative involvement in routine housework in
poorer households and, possibly, some decrease of such
involvement in richer ones.
Descriptive statistics do not take into account signifi-
cant compositional changes, such as education, employ-
ment, or breadwinning that can be related to GDDL. Only
multivariate analysis, thus, could shed light on trends in
GDDL net of individual- and interactional-level factors.
5.2. Determinants of GDDL, 1994–2012
Models 1–5 (Table 2) highlight the factors of GDDL at
the regional level, with a specific focus on time and class
effects. The models have relatively low R2, which is in
line with what has already been shown in the literature
(Fuwa, 2004; Mikucka, 2009)—conventional individual-
and interactional-level theories of GDDL have less ex-
planatory power in the CEE region. It is important to note,
however, that adding class variables and accounting for
the changing effect of these variables over time through
the use of interaction terms improves the model’s ex-
planatory power.
Model 1 captures the aggregate change in the levels
of inequality in GDDL at the regional level over time. In
this model, I use only a basic set of controls (gender, age,
age squared, and size of the household), and the results
mirror the findings from the descriptive analysis. Men’s
relative involvement in routine housework increased be-
tween 1994 and 2012. In Model 2, I introduce education
and household income variables. Model 2 suggests that
the level of education and the level of household income
have a significant positive effect on the level of equality
in GDDL in the CEE region.
In Model 3, I add variables accounting for partners’
employment statuses, their relative incomes, and re-
spondents’ gender ideology, which allow me to both ac-
count for alternative theoretical explanations and con-
trol for compositional changes in my sample over time.
Importantly, the effects of education and household in-
come in Model 3 only slightly diminish in comparison
with Model 2. Model 3, contrary to Hypothesis 1, sug-
gests that, controlling for individual- and interactional-
level characteristics, there were no statistically signifi-
cant changes in men’s relative involvement in routine
housework during the 1990s and the 2000s.
In Model 4, in which I introduce the interactions of
education and household income variables with time
variables, however, a more complex picture of (the
lack of) change emerges. Model 4 clearly shows that
changes in GDDL were very class-specific. In line with
Hypothesis 2a, the educational gradient, which had al-
ready been significant in 1994, significantly increased
during the 1990s and remained at that level during the
2000s. Income gradient, which was insignificant in 1994,
increased significantly by 2002 but disappeared again
during the 2000s. Hypothesis 2b is thus confirmed for the
1994–2002 period but rejected for 2002–2012.
Model 4 also allows understanding which class pro-
cesses underlay changes in the gradients. Education/
income group-specific change is calculated by summing
the end of the period year coefficient and that specific
group-year interaction term (for a similar approach see
Treas, Lui, & Gubernskaya, 2014). In the 1990s, all the
other parameters kept constant, lower-educated house-
holds experienced a significant decrease in men’s rel-
ative involvement in routine housework, while higher-
educated ones did not. During the 2000s, the persistence
of the educational gradientwas related to a different pro-
cess. In that period, equality increased among all educa-
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Table 2. Determinants of GDDL, CEE region, 1994–2012 (pooled data, OLS).
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
𝛽 (SE) Β (SE) 𝛽 (SE) 𝛽 (SE) 𝛽 (SE)
Year (ref. category: 1994)
2002 0.07 (0.04) 0.05 (0.04) 0.02 (0.04) −0.36*** (0.11) −0.34** (0.11)
2012 0.14** (0.05) 0.07 (0.05) 0.03 (0.05) −0.02 (0.12) −0.02 (0.12)
Education (ref. category: Low Education)
Medium Education 0.25*** (0.04) 0.21*** (0.04) 0.14* (0.07) 0.14* (0.07)
Higher Education 0.63*** (0.06) 0.53*** (0.06) 0.34*** (0.10) 0.34*** (0.10)
Medium Education*2002 0.20* (0.10) 0.18+ (0.10)
Higher Education*2002 0.27+ (0.14) 0.24+ (0.14)
Medium Education*2012 0.02 (0.11) 0.02 (0.11)
Higher Education*2012 0.29* (0.14) 0.27+ (0.14)
Income (ref. category: Low Income)
Medium household income 0.16** (0.06) 0.14* (0.06) 0.04 (0.08) 0.03 (0.10)
High household income 0.22*** (0.07) 0.16* (0.07) 0.07 (0.11) 0.06 (0.11)
Medium household income*2002 0.27* (0.12) 0.28* (0.12)
High household income*2002 0.38* (0.16) 0.39* (0.16)
Medium household income*2012 0.02 (0.14) 0.02 (0.14)
High household income*2012 −0.10 (0.18) −0.10 (0.18)
Man’s employment status (ref. category: full-time)
Man employed part-time 0.25* (0.11) 0.25* (0.11) 0.26* (0.11)
Man not employed 0.18** (0.06) 0.19*** (0.06) 0.16** (0.06)
Woman’s employment status (ref. category: full-time)
Woman employed part-time 0.03 (0.08) 0.03 (0.08) 0.05 (0.08)
Woman not employed −0.31*** (0.05) −0.31*** (0.05) −0.33*** (0.05)
Woman’s income share bigger 0.34*** (0.05) 0.34*** (0.05) 0.33*** (0.05)
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Table 2. (Cont.) Determinants of GDDL, CEE region, 1994–2012 (pooled data, OLS).
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
𝛽 (SE) Β (SE) 𝛽 (SE) 𝛽 (SE) 𝛽 (SE)
Egalitarian gender role attitudesa 0.03*** (0.01) 0.03*** (0.01) 0.02*** (0.01)
Female respondent −0.61*** (0.04) −0.61*** (0.04) −0.63*** (0.04) −0.63*** (0.04) −0.63*** (0.04)
Agea −0.04** (0.01) −0.06*** (0.01) −0.08*** (0.01) −0.08*** (0.01) −0.08*** (0.01)
Age squared 0.02+ (0.01) 0.05*** (0.01) 0.07*** (0.02) 0.07*** (0.01) 0.07*** (0.02)
Household sizea −0.11*** (0.02) −0.09*** (0.02) −0.07*** (0.02) −0.07*** (0.02) −0.08*** (0.02)






Intercept −2.85*** −3.24*** −3.20*** −3.06*** −3.10***
Adjusted R2 0.031 0.046 0.063 0.065 0.068
F for change in R2 58.46*** 44.55*** 34.46*** 3.57*** 7.77***
Notes: N = 11,710. All values are weighted using external weights. aAge centered at 40, household size centered at 3, gender role attitudes centered at 15. +p ≤ 0.1 *p ≤ 0.05, ** p ≤ 0.01, *** p ≤ 0.001.
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tional groups (model with 2002 as a reference category
is not shown). But in highly educated households the in-
crease was much steeper than among the rest. All the
other parameters kept constant, highly-educated house-
holds in 2012 hadmore equal GDDL than in 1994. For the
less educated, the levels of GDDL index in 2012 were not
statistically different from 1994.
The appearance of income gradient by 2002 and its
subsequent disappearance by 2012 was driven primarily
by changes in GDDL in poor households. Between 1994
and 2002, men’s relative involvement in routine house-
work among poorer households decreased. Between
2002 and 2012 (model with 2002 as a reference category
is not shown), however, it increased back to the 1994
levels. All other parameters kept constant, richer house-
holds did not experience statistically significant changes
in GDDL, neither in the 1990s nor in the 2000s, although
data suggest that there might have been an increase in
inequality among high-income households in the 2000s.
These findings suggest that the trajectory of change im-
plied in Hypothesis 1 (initial decrease of equality, fol-
lowed by a subsequent increase) was characteristic of
lower classes only.
In Model 5, I add country dummies. I use Russia, a
country where the state-socialist gender regime origi-
nated from, as a reference category. The effects of all in-
dependent variables and controls are robust to the inclu-
sion of country dummies. Coefficients of only two coun-
try dummies, i.e., Slovenia and Hungary, are statistically
significantly different from the reference category.
Country-specific regressions (see Tables 5 and 6 in
the Supplementary File) show that trajectories of net
change in GDDL were quite diverse among the analyzed
countries. Only Hungary and Bulgaria experienced a net
change in GDDL in line with Hypothesis 1, i.e., an ini-
tial overall increase in inequality followed by an over-
all decrease during the 2000s. In the remaining coun-
tries, there was either no change in either decade (as in
Czechia); an initial decrease of inequalitywas followedby
a subsequent increase (Poland and Russia); or a decrease
was followed by stagnation (Slovenia). Notably, however,
by 2012, most of the countries (with the possible excep-
tion of Bulgaria and Slovenia) had the same level of in-
equality in GDDL as in 1994.
Idiosyncratic trends of inequality in GDDL among dif-
ferent classes observed at the regional level, however,
characterized developments in all analyzed countries,
even if to different extents. In line with Hypothesis 2a,
over the post-socialist period, the positive effect of
education on the level of men’s involvement in rou-
tine housework increased in all countries except Russia
(where it, nevertheless, remained positive). Only in
Slovenia did the effect of education eventually disappear
between 2002 and 2012, since lower-educated there
caught up with higher-educated. As for household in-
come, during the first post-socialist decade, its impor-
tance as a factor of more equal GDDL increased in all
countries of the region (except Slovenia), primarily due
to (stronger) decreases in men’s involvement in routine
housework among the poor. Between 2002 and 2012,
however, in all countries except Russia, the income gra-
dient either significantly diminished or even reversed.
6. Discussion and Conclusion
My first hypothesis—that, net of individual and
interactional-level factors, inequality in GDDL in the CEE
countries increased during the first post-socialist decade
and subsequently decreased during the 2000s—received
confirmation in two countries only. Analysis of trends of
inequality for different classes, however, showed that
this was a rather typical trajectory for lower-class house-
holds across most of the analyzed countries. This finding
partially supports a view established in the literature
that gender inequalities increased in the early years
of post-socialist transition (Ashwin, 2006; Pine, 2002;
Pollert, 2003), but points out an often-overlooked class-
specificity of this argument.
My hypothesis about the increased positive effect
of education on equality in GDDL received confirmation
at the regional level and across most of the countries.
However, contrary to the theoretical assumption that
an increase in educational gradient would be driven by
highly-educated embracing more egalitarian patterns of
GDDL first (Sullivan, 2010), at least between 1994–2002
across most of CEE this was not the case. In that period,
the gradient increasedprimarily due to increased inequal-
ity in GDDL among lower-educated. Only in 2002–2012
was the persistence of educational gradient in several
countries, indeed, related to the relatively faster change
towards greater equality among highly-educated, as was
suggested in the Western contexts (Sullivan, 2010). This
finding emphasizes the importance of applying a class
lens to the post-socialist re-traditionalization argument,
as has been already pointed out by anthropologists work-
ing on the region (e.g., Kalb, 2018).
Finally, my hypothesis about the increased positive
effect of household income on equality in GDDL was con-
firmed in relation to the 1994–2002 period across most
of the countries. However, contrary to my expectation,
an increase in income gradient was driven primarily not
by the rich, but rather by the poor experiencing a signifi-
cant reduction in equality in GDDL. The latter was proba-
bly caused by the impact that welfare retrenchment and
economic crises had on volumes of unpaid work within
poorer households, as was shown in ethnographic stud-
ies (e.g., Pine, 2002). Indeed, in the 2000swhen the coun-
tries entered a period of economic growth and welfare
expansion, the trend for the poor also reversed.
The principal limitations of this study stem from the
nature of the data used for the analysis. First, the focus of
the research was on the relative distribution of the bur-
den of routine housework and equality within the couple
rather than on time use. Second, using 1994 as a starting
point for analysis of post-socialist transition could have
resulted in an underestimation of the extent of changes
Social Inclusion, 2020, Volume 8, Issue 4, Pages 23–34 31
in the first post-socialist decade, as by that moment the
countries analyzed had already been ‘in transition’ for
3–5 years. Thirdly, this data does not allow to account
for the effects of the 2008–2009 financial crisis, which
has been shown to have had some negative gendered
impacts in several of the analyzed countries (Szalma &
Takács, 2013). Finally, having information on both part-
ners’ education would have likely improved the fit of the
model, taking into account the impact of educational ho-
mogamy on GDDL (Esping-Andersen, 2009).
In conclusion, it is important to note some insights
that the experience of post-socialist CEE offers to the
wider study of GDDL. First, the findings of this study
lend further support to the claims made recently in the
scholarship on change in GDDL about the need to con-
sider the extent of stall and progress for different socio-
demographic groups (Sullivan et al., 2018). As shown,
in CEE, class represents an important explanatory factor
which must be accounted for if we are to understand the
lack of progress on equality in GDDL in the region in the
post-socialist period. This lack of progress was primarily
related to significant setbacks in gender equality among
the lower-class households during the period of market
transition in the 1990s, which they only managed to off-
set during the 2000s. Second, my findings highlight the
importance of considering changes inGDDL among lower
classes not only as a result of ‘catching up’ with trends
emanating from higher classes (Sullivan, 2010), but also
as a consequence of their greater vulnerability to im-
pacts of socio-economic crises thatmay lead to increases
in shares of unpaid work carried out by women. Finally,
this study provides empirical evidence that household in-
comemay have a positive effect on relative gender equal-
ity in the division of domestic labor (cf. Heisig, 2011). It,
however, also demonstrates that this effect may be a
temporary phenomenon. Further studies are needed to
reveal the exact mechanisms underlying this relation.
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